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The Comments contained overwhelming support for Verilink

Corporation's Petition for Rulemaking urging the Commission to

amend Part 68 of the Commission's Rules to authorize line build

out ("LBO") functionality to be provided in the transmission path

of 1.544 Mbps ("DS~l") services as a component of regulated

network interface equipment located on customer premises. The

Comments revealed widespread agreement that the proposed

amendment will eliminate a carrier/customer "joint engineering"

process that is currently a source of customer confusion,

dissatisfaction, and expense. The necessity under the current

rules for customers to consult with carriers in order to properly

adjust LBO settings also is a source of network harm caused by

users who inadvertently misadjust LBO settings. Most parties

also shared Verilink's view that this modest amendment will bring

the Commission's rules in line with the current direction of

technical standards for digital services and equipment. Allowing

regulated network provision of LBO will in particular facilitate

the implementation of the industry-accepted technical ANSI DS-1

Metallic Interface standard, as well as the introduction and

deployment of advanced transmission services in the public

switched network.

Virtually all Commenters agree that the proposed Part 68

rule amendments will not impair competition in the equipment

market or disadvantage customer premises equipment vendors. To
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the contrary, the amendment will serve the public interest by

significantly benefitting CPE customers, network users and the

manufacturing industry as a whole. No party has submitted any

credible reason to retain rules that do not serve users, the

telecommunications industry, or the Commission's public interest

objectives. Given the broad support for the Petition, the

Commission should grant Verilink's Petition and promptly initiate

a rulemaking proceeding to adopt the proposed rule amendment.
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Verilink Corporation ("Verilink"), pursuant to Section 1.405

of the Commission'S Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.405 (1991), hereby

submits its Reply to the Comments submitted in the above

captioned proceeding initiated to consider Verilink's Petition

for Rulemaking ("Petition") filed at the Commission on December

14, 1993. Verilink's Petition proposes that the Commission amend

the Part 68 rules to permit carriers to provide line build out

("LBO") functionality in the transmission path of DS-1 (1.5444

Mbps) services as a component of regulated network equipment

located on customer premises. 11

Comments were filed in this proceeding on February 8,

1993.~1 The Comments revealed overwhelming support for

1/ LBO attenuates strong signals emitted by CPE where the
distance between regenerators or between a regenerator and the
transmit/receive equipment may be short. LBO prevents excessive
signal power of the CPE from being delivered into the network.

~I The following parties filed comments supporting Verilink's
Petition: The Ameritech Operating Companies; The Bell Atlantic

(continued ... )



Verilink's Petition from diverse parties. No party asserts any

sound reason for the Commission to deny users, carriers and

equipment vendors the benefits that would result from the modest

amendment to the rules proposed by Verilink. Accordingly, the

Commission should immediately initiate a rulemaking proceeding to

adopt the proposed rule amendments. 11

In the Petition, Verilink described several significant

benefits that would accrue to users, carriers and manufacturers

of customer premises equipment ("CPE") if the Commission's Rules

were revised to permit carrier-provided LBO in the OS-l

transmission path. First, the proposed amendment will reduce

customer confusion, dissatisfaction and unnecessary customer

service expenses (borne by carriers, equipment manufacturers and,

ultimately, users) by eliminating the need for users and carriers

(and often manufacturers) to engage in a cumbersome and

inefficient "joint engineering" process whereby users must seek

assistance with OS-l provisioning in order to properly adjust LBO

settings.!1 Second, the amendment will eliminate a source of

i/( ••• continued}
Telephone companies; BellSouth Telecommunication, Inc.; GTE
Service Corporation; Integrated Network Corporation; Larus
Corporation; The NYNEX Telephone Companies; PairGain
Technologies, Inc; and The Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.
The only party opposing Verilink's petition is the Independent
Data and Computer Manufacturers Association ("IOCMA").

11 Verilink specifically proposed that Section 68.308(h} (2) of
the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 68.308(h} (2) (1991), be
amended to delete reference to Options Band C for LBO settings,
leaving Option A (at 0 dB) as the only LBO attenuation setting to
be selected.

!I Petition, at 7-11.

- 2 -



network harm -- in the form of crosstalk -- that is often

inadvertently caused by customers attempting to adjust LBO

settings on their CPE .~.1

Third, the proposed amendment will bring the Commission's

rules in line with the direction of industry practices and

standards.~1 In particular, the amendment will facilitate the

implementation of the American National Standard for

Telecommunications Carrier-to-Customer Installation OS-l Metallic

Interface BSR T1.403 standard ("ANSI OS-l Metallic Interface

Standard") .11 Finally, the Petition noted that the proposed

amendment, if adopted, will also encourage greater use of OS-l

services by smaller business customers with historically limited

telecommunications expertise,!1 create opportunities to lower

consumer prices,!1 and foster competition in the CPE market to

the extent that CPE vendors elect to lower equipment costs by

eliminating redundant LBO functionality in their products.~1

The amendment will also be consistent with the deployment of

advanced transmission technologies, including integrated services

~I I.Q. at 15-16.

~I I.Q. at 14-20.

11 I.Q. at 12-14.

II I.Q. at 19-20.

2,1 I.Q. at 1l.

~I I.a. at 12-13.
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digital network ("ISDN") and the efficient technological

development of the U.S. telecommunications infrastructure. ill

I. TBB COMMBRTS DBKONSTRATB WIDBSPRKAD SUPPORT POR VBRILIRE'S
PITITION

The Cornrnenters in this proceeding were virtually unanimous

in their support for the proposed rule amendment. Major

telephone company carriers -- as well as several equipment

vendors -- all identified similar customer service problems at

provisioning of 08·1 services that would be alleviated if the

Commission adopts the proposed amendment.

NYNEX, for example, states that because responsibility for

LBO level coordination is left with the customer, company

technicians and customers "must often contend with false trouble

signals, substantial 'down·time,' and situations that could

jeopardize the performance of all 08-1 circuits in a particular

central office. "ill Bell Atlantic states that customers "often

contact either the manufacturer or the telephone company to

determine the proper [LBO] setting, increasing the amount of

administrative time and expense needed to install the service.

Bell Atlantic reports that "[i]n some instances, [customers] fail

to call an expert but, instead use the wrong setting, then

ill

ill

~. at 2.

NYNEX Comments, at 2.
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complain if the signal level is either too low, reducing

throughput, or too high, causing cross-talk. "ill

BellSouth, a company that sought more than four years ago to

alleviate the burdens of the existing LBO rules in a waiver

request filed at the Commission, also corroborates the existing

customer confusion and unnecessary expenses described in the

Petition. BellSouth agrees with Verilink that under the current

rules users, carriers and vendors are not well-served. Both

BellSouth and Southwestern Bell support Verilink's view that end

user customers and network providers would realize significant

operational and maintenance efficiencies if the Commission's

Rules were amended to allow network provision of LBO.lil

Ameritech and GTE also concur with Verilink that eliminating the

joint engineering process will alleviate current user confusion

and reduce expenses. ill

Further, equipment vendors Integrated Network Corporation,

Larus Corporation, and PairGain Technologies, Inc. strongly

support Verilink's view that the current rules should be changed

to permit regulated carrier provision of LBO. All three

equipment manufacturers cite real-world, practical reasons that

support the modest amendment proposed in the Petition. Larus,

for example, states that its "field service spends time on the

phone discussing the settings of equipment with both the

ill Bell Atlantic Comments, at 2.

ill Bellsouth Comments, at 2; Southwestern Bell Comments at 5-6.

ill Ameritech Comments at 2; GTE Comments at 3-4.
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regulated carrier and customer." According to Larus, "the

present system results in the various parties involved trying all

[LBO] combinations . in some cases, caus[ing] harm to the

network, as higher level signals are inadvertently launched

towards the network. IIill

Indeed, the record in this proceeding is replete with

instances of carriers and vendors receiving false trouble reports

and customer service calls as a result of customer confusion in

adjusting LBO levels at installation or when the customer

reconfigures or replaces DS-1 CPE. The Comments thus contain

strong evidence that the modest rule change proposed in the

Petition will eliminate customer service problems and a source of

network harm associated with the current CPE provision of LBO.

A. Carrier Provision of LBO Should be Per.mitted in Order
to Bliminate the CUstomer Confusion and Inconvenience,
as Well aa the Network Har.m, Occurring UDder the
CUrrent Rule.

IDCMA stands alone in opposing the Petition. IDCMA's

principle argument against the proposed amendment appears to be

that the customer confusion, dissatisfaction and expense reported

by Verilink -- and corroborated by all other parties -- does not

warrant a change in the rules. Specifically, IDCMA challenges

Verilink's assertion that the current LBO rules cause significant

ill Larus Comments at 1. With respect to network harm, for
similar reasons, BellSouth believes that network provision of LBO
would avoid those instances in which customers disrupt network
services by inadvertently changing the LBO setting during CPE
replacement or maintenance activities. BellSouth Comments, at 3.
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unnecessary customer inconvenience and added expense. Despite the

practical, real-world experience cited in the Petition and echoed

by all other parties, IDCMA states merely that the joint

engineering process "is hardly 'time-consuming, costly, and

inefficient'" and that Verilink's description of customer

confusion arising out of LBO settings are "exaggerated. "ill

IDCMA fails to provide any convincing evidence -- or any evidence

at all -- that the customer confusion, inconvenience and

dissatisfaction witnessed by Verilink and the other Commenters

does not in fact exist or should be disregarded. IDCMA also

fails to address the network harm that can and does result from

customers' incorrect adjustment of LBO levels. While IDCMA

suggests that the customer burden and network harm existing under

the current rules is insignificant, IDCMA does not attempt to

substantiate its position. Instead, IDCMA merely states that

IDCMA's members have "experienced no comparable problems ..

,,!!I

Notwithstanding IDCMA's generalized opposition to any change

in the LBO rules, Verilink strongly believes that the rule

amendments allowing carrier-provided LBO will significantly

benefit the pUblic interest. IDCMA, in effect, urges the

Commission to ignore the adverse impact that its rules have on

ill IDCMA Comments, at 7-8.

!!I zg. The Commission should recognize, however, that IDCMA's
member companies account for a relatively small part of the DS-l
CPE manufacturing business. Indeed, none of the three leading
equipment manufacturers of DS-l CPE -- Verilink, ADC/Kentrox and
Larse Corporation -- participate in IDCMA.

- 7 -



users, carriers and vendors. Verilink submits that the public

interest in encouraging high-quality service and avoiding network

harm clearly requires the Commission to address the need for the

modest rule change proposed in the Petition. Not only will such

an amendment reduce customer confusion, expense and network harm,

but it will also significantly improve customer perception of OS-

1 service and channel service unit ("CSU") equipment. From the

user's perspective, equipment and service troubles will diminish

and OS-l circuit provisioning will be relatively simple and easy.

These benefits -- in addition to any drop in CPE prices that may

occur as a result of eliminating the redundant CPE LBO features

will encourage greater use by, and more efficient provisioning

of OS-l services to, u.s. users.

B. The Proposed Amendment Will aeduce -- Hot IDcrease
Customer CODfu.ioD aDd IDCODYlDieRce

IOCMA also erroneously claims that the proposed rule

amendment would actually cause greater customer inconvenience by

requiring CPE to be moved closer to the network interface or

install signal repeaters. ill In making this erroneous argument,

however, IOCMA incorrectly assumes that carrier provision of LBO

affects the flexibility of CPE placement on a customer's

premises. In fact, neither the requested rule change nor carrier

provision of LBO would have any impact on the location of CPE

relative to the network interface. The issue of where CPE should

ill IOCMA Comments, at 10.
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be located is not relevant to the question of whether carriers

are permitted to provide LBO; rather, CPE location is affected by

the physical limits of interconnection and where the serving

carrier places the network interface. This has become an issue

only where minimum point of penetration ("MPOP") policies have

been adopted as a result of the Commission's action in Docket

88-57.~1

The existing ANSI standard, which was written prior to the

Commission's action in Docket 88-57, assumes carrier provision of

LBO and suggests a limit of approximately 250 feet on the length

of wiring between DS-1 CPE and the network interface as the best

method of assuring CPE/network interoperabi1ity, eliminating

concern for near-end cross talk interference, and minimizing

overall costs. The extended CPE-to-network access wiring

implicit in Docket 88-57 has complicated recent industry attempts

to rewrite T1.403 by requiring difficult tradeoffs in the

allocation between network providers and users of an assumed

total wiring length of less than 2000 feet between CPE and the

last outside plant regenerator. The tentative agreement reached

in the ANSI process allows users up to approximately 750 feet of

24 gauge wiring between the CPE and network interface. In this

situation, precise setting of LBO is often impossible since the

length and gauge of such long runs of premises wiring are likely

~I Review of SectiQns 68.104 and 68.213 Qf the CommissiQn's
Rules CQncerning CQnnectiQn of Simple Inside Wiring to the
TelepbQne NetwQrk, CC DQcket NQ. 88-57, FCC 90-220, RepQrt and
Orger ang Furtber NQtice Qf PrQPQsed Rulemaking (released June
14, 1990), reCQn. genieg, DA 90-1082 (released August 13, 1990).
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not known. It also exposes users to crosstalk interference which

the extant standard precluded.

What IDCMA apparently does not understand is that LBO

setting rules will be the same regardless of whether LBO is

provided by the network provider or as a CPE feature. Indeed,

there is no connection between who provides LBO and the

flexibility of location of CPE or implementation of the

requirements of the Commission's order in Docket 88-57. The

Commission should therefore reject IDCMA's arguments.

II. TIIB COJOIBHTBRS AGRBB TllAT TIIB PROPOSJm RULB :UVISION' WOULD
I'ACILITATB TIIB DlPLBllBHTATIOR OF TIm IRDUSTRY-APPROVBD ARSI
DS .. 1 HlTALLIC Id'f.RncB STARJWU)

The Comments revealed widespread agreement that, in addition

to the other public interest benefits discussed above, the rule

change proposed in the Petition will permit implementation of the

ANSI DS-1 Metallic Interface Standard. The ANSI standard was

adopted with the overwhelming support of firms representing a

broad cross-section of the telecommunications industry, including

users, carriers, and CPE vendors. The President of Larus

Corporation states in Larus' comments that, based on his personal

participation in the ANSI standards-setting process, the industry

worked together to craft a standard that would allow a uniform,

technology-independent interface that would fairly account for

the needs of users, carriers and vendors. He states:

After much debate and consideration, the
standard was written to allow present
equipment to be supported, as well as allow
the provision of new services, such as fiber

- 10 -



delivered T1, without going back and revising
the standard, or the customer equipment.
. [the ANSI standard] is being used by
regulated carrier, manufacturer, and customer
alike to offer, build and specify present and
future services. nl

Virtually all parties addressing this issue believe that the fact

that the proposed amendment will facilitate implementation of the

ANSI OS-l Metallic Interface standard is another important reason

strongly favoring a grant of Verilink's Petition.

Once again, IOCMA is the lone voice opposing the concept

that there are significant benefits to be realized by harmonizing

the Commission's Rules and the ANSI technical industry standards.

IOCMA alleges that Verilink "misrepresents" the appropriate

relationship between the ANSI standards and the Commission's CPE

policy. Apparently, IOCMA has seriously misread Verilink's

Petition and claims that Verilink is proposing that the ANSI

standard should dictate FCC policies and that Commission should

"mold its rules around ANSI Committee T1 standards

development. "UI

Contrary to IOCMA's misinterpretation, however, Verilink

does not propose that the Commission proceed to revise its rules

for the purpose of conforming to ANSI standards setting. Indeed,

Verilink expressly recognized in its Petition that

Part 68 and the ANSI standard address distinct, albeit
related, network concerns. The Part 68 rules are
designed to protect the network from harm. The ANSI
OS-l interface standards are intended to ensure

nl Larus Corporation Comments, at 2

UI IOCMA Comments, at 11.
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interoperability and adequate performance of customer
equipment with the network. nlll

The Petition also states that the ANSI standard is not

inconsistent with the current Part 68 rules since the ANSI

standard provides only that users uniformly select the 0 dB

option already authorized by Part 68.

Verilink strongly believes that the Commission should be

aware of the impact of the Part 68 rules on industry-developed

ANSI standards and, where the Commission's public interest

policies are served and not undermined, the Commission should

attempt to ensure that the Part 68 Rules are consistent with

industry-accepted standards. The Comments clearly support this

view. Verilink opposes IDCMA's apparent belief that the

Commission's Rules should exist in a vacuum -- regardless of any

adverse impact on users and the industry arising from

inconsistencies between FCC rules and technical ANSI industry

standards. Verilink, as well as many supporting commenters,

favors a Part 68 program that protects the network from harm and

ensures that users can obtain high quality service by

implementing rational and efficient rules that can accommodate

the practical realities faced by users, network providers, and

equipment vendors. The proposed amendment to Part 68 would

further the Commission'S goals in preventing network harm, and

encouraging efficient, high quality service to users, as well as

III Petition at 12.
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supporting the voluntary industry consensus embodied in the ANSI

standard.

IDCMA also urges the Commission to disregard the ANSI DS-1

standard because, according to IDCMA, "the Committee T1 is in the

process of revising the DS-1 standard to conform to the

Commission's CPE rules. d!.1 IDCMA has neglected to mention,

however, that the T1 committee is simply attempting to revise the

ANSI DS-1 Metallic Interface standard to conform expressly with

the Commission's decision in the 1991 BellSouth Order a decision

that, in part, prompted Verilink's Petition. In the BellSQuth

Order,lll the Commission decided not to grant BellSouth's

request for a declaratory ruling, or waiver, that carriers can

provide LBO in the DS-1 path under current FCC rules. The

Commission there declined to grant BellSouth's request based on

procedural grounds and invited interested parties to initiate a

rulemaking proceeding addressing certain specific issues.

It was specifically in response to the BellSouth Order that

Verilink filed its Petition. It is therefore disingenuous for

IDCMA to now assert that industry attempts to comply strictly

with the Commission's order is reason not to initiate the

rulemaking proceedings and issues identified in the BellSouth

Order. Contrary to IDCMA's implicit suggestion, then, the

UI IDCMA Comments, at 12.

lil BellSouth's Petition for Declarato~ Ruling or,
Alternatively Regyests for L~mited Waiver of the CPE Rules to
Provide Line Build Out (LBO) functionality as a Component of
Regulated Network Interface COnnectors on CUstOmer Premises, DA
91-664 (released June 6, 1991) ("BellSouth Order") .

- 13 -



current ANSI deliberations do not indicate that the industry has

now changed its collective opinion regarding the merits of the

ANSI DS-1 Standard. Indeed, that standard, representing the

product of a long, considered, open industry debate, retains

virtually unanimous support.

I I I. NO SOUND RBASOK DISTS TO RBTAD1' BULBS TllAT PBRPBTtJATB
CONSmqR IRCQllYlHIIHCI« UPIRSI MP nTlfOU lARK

IDCMA is the single commenting party that opposes the modest

rule amendment proposed by Verilink. All other parties

carriers and manufacturers alike -- strongly agree that carrier

provision of LBO in the DS-1 transmission path will benefit

consumers and those who provide services and equipment to them.

IDCMA zealously adopts its intractable position apparently in

response to some perceived injury that will occur to the CPE

industry if carriers are permitted to provide LBO in the DS-1

transmission path.

Except for IDCMA, the commenting parties agree that the

proposed rule will not impair or in any way harm CPE vendors or

competition in the CPE industry. The proposed rule revision will

not require that CPE vendors incorporate new functionality or

change out equipment. LBO is a function already present in the

network and thus carrier-provision of LBO will not require the

addition of substantial new network capabilities. While IDCMA

objects to a rule change that would increase efficiencies and

benefit users, among others, IDCMA fails to identify any specific

- 14 -
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harm that the CPE industry stands to suffer as a result of the

proposed rule change.

Rather, IDCMA simply argues that the confusion and expense

associated with LBO under the current rules cited by Verilink and

attested to by other customers is "exaggerated." IDCMA's view is

not borne out by the comments of all other parties participating

in this proceeding. Those parties' comments document repeated

instances of customer confusion regarding LBO adjustments leading

to unnecessary customer dissatisfaction with CPE vendors and

carriers, added administrative expense of customer service calls,

and network harm in the form of crosstalk. Together, these

difficulties in service and equipment provisioning also create an

artificial disincentive to use DS-1 services particularly by

smaller, less sophisticated users.

IDCMA also misconstrues Verilink's support for a Part 68

rule change as it relates to the voluntary industry consensus

embodied in ANSI standards. No party, including Verilink,

proposes that ANSI standards should dictate FCC policy. However,

where harmonization of the Commission's Rules and accepted

industry technical standards would benefit users, carriers and

vendors, would further Commission Objectives, then the public

interest would be served by amending the Commission's

Rules. That is the case here.

Despite the overwhelming support for the proposed amendment,

IDCMA urges the Commission to reject Verilink's petition.

Indeed, IDCMA even urges the Commission to go no further and

- 15 -



refrain from initiating a rulemaking to consider the proposed

amendment. IOCMA's position is directly contrary to the

Commission's express recognition in the BellSQUth Order that a

change in the rules to permit carrier-provided LBO is appropriate

for a rulemaking proceeding. In effect, IOCMA urges the

Commission to "close its eyes" to certain practical difficulties

that burden consumers, carriers, vendors and degrade the quality

of public switched network service --difficulties that can easily

be remedied by a modest rule change.nl IOCMA fails to assert

any reason to justify Commission inaction and, therefore, the

Commission should promptly initiate a rulemaking to adopt rules

that will permit carrier-provided LBO in the OS-l path as a part

of regulated equipment.

COlfCLtlSIOH

The Comments reveal overwhelming support for the modest Part

68 rule amendments proposed in Verilink's Petition. The proposed

rule changes will eliminate the carrier/customer "joint

engineering II process and the associated customer confusion,

dissatisfaction and expense and a source of network harm. The

amendment will also permit the implementation of the ANSI OS-l

Metallic Interface Standard and eliminate a source of network

~/ While Verilink does not believe that a amendment of Section
64.702{e) of the Commission's Rules is necessary to permit
carrier-provided LBO as proposed in the Petition, ~ IOCMA
Comments, Verilink requests that such a rule amendment be made to
the extent that the Commission determines that such a revision is
necessary.
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harm. Virtually all commenting parties agree that the proposed

amendment would not injure CPE vendors or impair competition in

the CPE market. No party submitted any credible reason to retain

rules that do not serve users, the telecommunications industry or

the Commission's public interest objectives. The proposed amend

ments will serve the Commission's objective to promote the

widespread provision of efficient, high quality telecommunica

tions services in the United States. Accordingly, the Commission

should grant Verilink's Petition and promptly initiate a

rulemaking proceeding to adopt the proposed rule amendment.

Respectfully submitted,

VBRILIR CORPORATION

By:

Dated: February 23, 1993

112458.1
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